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University of Minnesota, Morris 
Scholastic Committee 
Minutes #4, October 16, 2003 
 
The Scholastic Committee met on October 16th at 12:30 in the Community Services Conference Room.  A 
special meeting will be held on October 23rd in the same location. 
 
Members present:  Burbank, Cox, Crandall, Ellis, Fisher, Heyman, McPhee, McQuarrie, Meek (Chair), 
Richards, Ropp, Faux, Klinger (Coordinator), Mullin, Thielke 
 
1. The minutes for October 2nd were approved as corrected. 
 
2. Petition 
#1108--Allow the student to exclude three F’s from his record due to extenuating circumstances and 
hardship..  Tabled 
 
Discussion: The petition, for which there were no precedents, was discussed for the full hour.  The 
petition identifies extenuating circumstances as a criterion.  The student changed from a Computer 
Science major to an area of concentration in Computer Science when he was performing poorly and was 
advised to pursue a different major.  He argued that although his GPA improved after the change, he 
found it difficult to bring up his poor GPA.  These extenuating circumstances are different from those, 
such as depression or family difficulty, that the Committee usually views as hardship.  The Committee 
tried to reconstruct his record from the APAS report and found that two of the F’s he would like forgiven 
were earned prior to the change to an area of concentration.  He did perform better after the change.  
Although he later failed Accounting, he retook the course at another college, earning a C.  Unfortunately, 
in order to discount the F, the repeated course would have had to be taken at UMM.  A member suggested 
that we allow this F to be excluded.  We discussed whether there was some method through which the F’s 
could be made to disappear.  For example, we noted that had the student graduated under the grading 
system in place when he arrived in 1996, he would not have a problem.  F’s were not re-introduced to 
UMM until the new all-University grading system was implemented in1997.  K. Klinger distributed a 
summary of changes in academic progress requirements between 1969 and 2003.  Under several of these 
systems, the student would not have had a problem.  We looked at the large number of D’s and noticed, 
unhappily, that if the student’s two F grades could be raised to D’s, they could be discounted, since only 
12 credits of D applied!  A member noted that the student lives in an area where there are several 
colleges.  Thielke clarified that this student could take courses from another college and transfer them 
back, and although this would not raise his UMM GPA, the courses could be applied to his graduation 
GPA.  There seemed to be concern about simply forgiving the F’s. The Committee would like 
information about how many additional credits would be needed to raise the GPA to a 2.0.  Because of 
the large numbers of D grades he has earned, the number of additional credits would be substantial (N.B. 
the student said the Registrar’s office had calculated he would need 7 credits of A or 13 credits of B to 
raise his GPA to a 2.0).  However, since his record contains few grades of B and none of A, the number of 
credits needed could be higher. We wondered whether it would be appropriate to give him conditions 
prior to reconsidering a petition.  For example, could we agree to forgive his F’s if he earned an equal 
number of C or better credits?  Could we discount the F in Accounting because he took the course again 
elsewhere?  Could we ask one of the instructors of the course in which he earned an F to allow him to 
submit additional work to pass the course?  Could we ask him to find courses with the titles of those he 
had failed and ask him to take them again?  Since these F’s were in courses that were difficult for him and 
had resulted in a change of major, would he be likely to pass them?  Heyman noted that this was a case 
that had “baffled the logic of the system.”  Indeed, what is the difference between the performance at a 
1.8 level and a 2.0 level?  Between allowing many credits of D to be ignored while holding fast with F’s?  
How do we distinguish among requirements from different time periods?  If we are going to do that, we 
will open Pandora’s box.  If we want to forgive F’s, should we tweak the system to make it happen or 
simply forgive them in a straightforward manner?  A straw vote showed support for forgiving the F in 
Accounting but little support for approving the petition as it stands.  However, the Committee did look for 
a solution.  Chair Meek called for a vote and the petition was tabled.  She asked members to send possible 
solutions to Klinger for presentation again.  She also asked Heyman to write and to distribute his rationale 
in support of the petition.   
 
3. Federal financial aid rules and UMM’s Academic Progress Requirements:  Chair Meek indicated that  
Chancellor Schuman, VC Schwaller, VC Olson-Loy and Prof O’Loughlin would be joining us for a 
discussion of scholastic academic progress and financial aid academic progress on October 30th.  We can 
expect to discuss whether UMM can have one set of criteria.  We will have a special meeting on October 
23rd to review the current requirements prior to meeting with them.  
 
